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INTRODUCTION 
All relationships between two people are reciprocal, 
whether the relationship is between parent and child, teacher 
and student, husband and wife, or two friends. Each 
relationship begins with the first interaction (i.e., greeting 
one another verbally, playing together in the sandbox, or 
asking someone for help with a problem) and continues to grow 
if the interaction was satisfactory for both people. In 
addition to verbal interaction, there are several factors that 
influence the relationship. Some of these include proximity 
between the interacting partners, eye contact, physical 
contact, one partner's responsiveness to the other partner, 
and the length and frequency of the interactions. The 
caregiver-child relationship in a day care setting also 
develops from reciprocal interactions and is influenced by the 
factors listed above, as well as child behaviors that include 
the child's willingness to comply with adult commands. 
There has been a great deal of research done regarding the 
mother-child attachment relationship as it relates to 
different child competency variables (Crowell & Feldman, 1988; 
Goldberg, 1977; Lamb, 1987; Smith & Pederson, 1988; Waters, 
Vaughn, & Egeland, 1980). With regard to mother-child 
interaction, there are studies describing the infant 
responsiveness to mother's emotive expressions (Termine & 
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Izaad, 1988), mother-infant eye contact as it relates to infant 
learning (Bloom, 1974), and mother-infant play using facial, 
vocal, and gaze behaviors (Stern, 1974). 
There have been many studies done on children in day care 
centers and day care homes. Of these studies, some have 
investigated the effects of day care on the mother-child 
relationship (Finkelstein, Dent, Gallacher, & Ramey, 1978); 
some have compared the type and quality of care with 
developmental outcomes for the child (Anderson, Nagel, 
Roberts, & Smith, 1981; Goelman & Pence, 1988); and others 
have investigated child behaviors in relation to the teacher-
child interaction process (Inoff & Halverson, 1977; Wittmer & 
Honigh, 1988). These studies have been important to the field 
of child development, but they have not examined the quality 
of the caregiver-child relationship. 
Since more than 50 percent of mothers with children under 
the age of six are in the workforce today, children are being 
left in the care of non-maternal caregivers for more hours 
than ever before. Many children begin receiving non-maternal 
care at just a few weeks after birth. Some continue receiving 
such care until they enter the public school system. During 
their hours in care, children are dependent on adults other 
than their parents for need fulfillment in all developmental 
areas of growth. 
3 
Ainsworth's theory about the quality of the attachment 
relationship has some relevance to the non-maternal care 
relationship for children. Ainsworth's theory has the premise 
that the mother-child relationship influences the child's 
later relationships. If the child is securely attached to the 
mother during infancy, the child will be able to explore the 
environment freely, using the mother as a secure base because 
the child has learned that the mother is dependable and will 
be there to protect the child (R. Karen, 1990). This 
attachment is a result of how responsive the mother has been 
in meeting the infant's needs. Blehar, Lieberman, and 
Ainsworth (1977) found that mothers who were unresponsive to 
young infants at 6 to 9 weeks tended to continue to be 
unresponsive to the infant at 12 to 15 weeks. If the child's 
attachment relationship with mother influences later 
relationships, it is probable that children in day care, 
especially those for 8 hours or more per day, would be 
developing a relationship with the non-maternal caregiver that 
would also influence other relationships. Results of a study 
by Anderson, Nagle, Roberts, and Smith (1981) indicated that 
children with high-involved caregivers (interacted positively 
with children and at close range) displayed behaviors similar 
to securely attached infants at two years. 
The purpose of the current study was to examine the quality 
of caregiver-child interaction in a day care setting. Due to 
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time and cost constraints, this study was designed to examine 
responsive teacher behaviors toward the child instead of the 
attachment relationship of the caregiver and child. It was 
expected that if the caregiver was nurturing to the child, the 
child would feel positively toward the caregiver and would 
then have a positive experience in day care. Quality of the 
day care center itself was expected to influence how 
responsive the caregiver would be to the child. Quality was 
defined by the following variables: 1) adult-child ratios, 
2) assignment of a primary caregiver, 3) number of caregivers 
the child had during the previous year, 4) a center goal or 
mission statement, 5) preplanned activities for children, 
6) education level of caregivers, 7) staff training 
opportunities, and 8) size of classroom space. The main 
premise of this study was that if a child has a nurturing 
caregiver, the child would be more satisfied with the care 
(s)he received in the day care setting. 
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LITERATURE REVIEW 
Yarrow and Waxler (1971) found that adults' responsiveness 
was dependent upon child behaviors, although each adult was 
trained to respond the same way with all children included in 
the study. Two female adults were trained to portray a 
nurturing caregiver which was characterized by showing 
interest in the children and their play; giving praise, help, 
and affection to the children; and by using respectful control 
to discipline child behaviors. The same two female adults 
were also trained to portray non-nurturing caregivers 
characterized by withholding praise, help, or affection from 
the children; showing minimal attentiveness to a child's 
direct bids for attention; and using critical evaluation of 
child behaviors and child projects. The non-nurturing 
caregiver was to use arbitrary control for disciplining child 
behaviors. 
As the adult caregivers interacted with the children in 
their assigned groups, children and caregivers were observed 
for adult-child interaction and child-peer behaviors. The 
researchers found that, although each adult caregiver was 
performing the pre-planned nurturing behaviors, their 
attention giving behaviors were greatly influenced by the 
children themselves. Results indicated that teacher responses 
to child bids for attention were significantly different 
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depending on which nurturant-mode the teacher was using with 
the group. When the teacher was portraying the nurturing 
caregiver role, dependency behaviors by children were rewarded 
with positive teacher responses. However, in her low-
nurturing role, the same kinds of child behaviors were met by 
criticism, explicit withholding of attention, and arbitrary 
controls on child behaviors. Children themselves were also 
influenced by the differences between which nurturing role the 
teacher displayed. Results showed that children's bids for 
attention to the nurturing caregiver was double that of 
attention bids to the non-nurturing caregiver. Dependent 
children received nurturance from the high-nurturant adult, 
while being rejected more frequently by the non-nurturant 
caregiver. These results suggest that children with certain 
characteristics may develop a more positive relationship with 
a teacher whose behavior is more responsive to the child's 
particular needs. 
In another study of nurturance and non-nurturance, Hartup 
(1958) hypothesized that non-nurturing adult behaviors would 
promote faster learning of a simple task by children (3-1/2 to 
5-112 years of age) in an experimental condition than would 
adult nurturing behaviors. In this study, nurturance was 
defined by behaviors the experimenter used to reward, 
encourage, support, or show affection to the child during a 
learning task experiment. Non-nurturance behaviors included 
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the experimenter's withdrawal from the child's proximity, the 
experimenter ceased to interact with the child, and the 
experimenter did not reward any of the child's request for 
help beyond telling the child that she was busy. Results of 
the experimental learning task indicated that the 
experimenter's non-nurturing behaviors were related to faster 
learning in girls. In contrast, the rate of learning for boys 
showed no difference between the non-nurturing group and the 
nurturing group of subjects. 
In a similar study , researchers had four male and four 
female undergraduate volunteer experimenters display warm and 
cold roles while instructing children to perform a simple 
marble task (Allen, Spear, & Johnson, 1969). The child 
subjects included 128 boys and 128 girls from fifth and sixth 
grade classes at two different California schools. To 
characterize the warm role, the experimenter was instructed to 
smile at the child when appropriate, use frequent eye contact, 
speak in a warm interested manner, lean forward in his/her 
chair during interactions with the child, and watch the 
child's performance to convey interest in the child's efforts. 
For the cold role, the experimenter was instructed to not 
smile at all, avoid eye contact, speak in a flat monotone, 
withdraw physically by leaning away from the child, and show a 
lack of interest in the child's efforts by gazing around the 
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room. During the experiment, a single child and single 
experimenter worked together. 
Initially, overall results indicated that the children had 
a higher response rate during the marble task when paired with 
a warm experimenter than they had when paired with a cold 
experimenter. Further analysis of the data showed a 
significant difference when sex of child and sex of 
experimenter were considered. When children were paired with 
an experimenter of the opposite sex, the warm condition 
resulted in greater response differences than the cold 
condition. However, there was no perceptible difference in 
scores in either the warm or the cold condition when children 
were paired with an experimenter of the same sex. 
Teacher responsiveness to children in a preschool was also 
different for boys than for girls in a study by Serbin, 
O'Leary, Kent, and Tonich (1973). The goal of this study was 
to examine if a difference occurred in teacher responses to 
two different child behaviors: disruptive and dependent. 
Disruptive child behaviors included ignoring teacher commands, 
destruction of materials, and physical or verbal aggression 
toward others. Dependent child behaviors included crying, 
close proximity to the teacher, and solicitation of teacher 
attention. 
These same researchers also looked at differences in 
teacher responses to boys and to girls when children were 
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participating appropriately in classroom activities. 
Children were observed in the natural classroom setting during 
both unstructured free play activities and more structured 
group activities that included class discussion or group 
games. The researchers found that the boys received three 
times more loud reprimands than did the girls. The teachers' 
responses to attention solicitation were higher for both sexes 
than were their responses to disruptive behavior. The boys 
received significantly more teacher responses to solicitation 
of attention than did the girls. The boys also received more 
extended conversations and more instruction than the girls. 
Surprisingly, the boys received more praise and more hugs from 
the teachers than did the girls. The teachers also responded 
more to the boys' participation during class activities than 
they did to the girls' participation. 
In a study of 50 boys and 50 girls, 2 to 3 years old, who 
received Title XX benefits, Wittmer and Honig (1988) examined 
caregiver-child interactions in a day care setting to 
determine if there was a sex of child difference in the 
interactions. Ongoing child behaviors were recorded across 
five typical day care mornings. Each child was observed and 
recorded for a total of 80 minutes. Child behaviors were 
categorized as positively involved with objects or people 
(child played constructively with toys, child listened to 
teacher); expressing need to the caregiver (child said to 
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teacher, "help me"); nonengaged with activities or peers 
(child wanders aimlessly around the room); and negatively 
involved with objects or people (child was destructive with 
toys or aggressive toward peers). Child behaviors were later 
rank ordered from positive to negative by independent coders, 
based on observation data. Observers also coded caregiver 
behaviors when the caregiver attempted to interact with a 
child. The caregiver behaviors were coded as: Ego boosting 
("I really like the way you listened", etc.); teaching, 
informing, facilitating and/or directing the child to a 
learning activity ("let's go to the water table", "That hurt 
him! He's crying."); questioning the child ("What color is the 
ball?", etc.); commanding a child to behave in a certain 
manner other than directing the child to a learning center 
("Get over there and sit down"); negatively controlling the 
child by inhibiting/forbidding, restricting, criticizing 
and/or threatening ("Sit in the cubbie, you've been a bad 
boy"); and combining any positive bids with any negative bids 
("Don't touch that food, it's hot!"). Caregiver behaviors 
were later rank ordered from positive to negative by 
independent coders from observation data. The researchers 
then analyzed the child's behaviors that occurred prior to any 
teacher interaction with the teacher behaviors that occurred. 
Results indicated that boys received more negatively 
controlling bids from the teacher than did girls. When 
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comparing teacher responses to child behaviors, the authors 
found that 10% of teacher responses were praising when 
children were actively involved in play, while 30% of teacher 
responses were negatively controlling when children were 
negatively involved in play. Teachers responded more 
positively to three-year-old children than they did to two-
year-old children. 
In another study that examined the caregiver-child 
interaction, researchers correlated teacher-initiated 
behaviors with child behavioral dispositions (Inoff & 
Halverson, 1977). This study included 20 boys and 20 girls 
with a mean age of 35 months. Observers coded six types of 
caregiver-child interactions within the day care setting 
during daily free-play activities. These interactions 
included offers to play, help with an object, nurturant 
contact, stopping ongoing behaviors, caretaking, and help with 
a peer conflict. They also coded whether the interaction was 
caregiver-initiated or child-initiated. The children were 
rated on an l1-point scale by both a male and a female 
caregiver for behavioral dispositions which included pace-
tempo, affect, behaviors toward adults and peers, coping 
skills, and cognitive abilities. A total of 23 reliable 
ratings were made for each child over a four week period. 
Each child received two rating scores consisting of the mean 
of the ratings from both the male and the female caregivers. 
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Results of the study indicated that caregiver-initiated 
interactions were highly correlated with child behaviors that 
are traditionally viewed as problem behaviors. Also highly 
correlated with caregiver-initiated behaviors were children 
displaying shorter attention spans and child disruptive 
behaviors. Child-initiated behaviors indicated a difference 
related to sex of child. Boys with higher scores on 
impatience, excitability, and outgoingness initiated more 
interaction with caregivers. Girls with higher scores on 
nonaggressiveness and fear initiated more interaction with 
caregivers. These studies indicate that teacher 
responsiveness is related to particular child variables. 
Teacher behaviors were also examined in a day care setting 
to determine if two-year-old children could distinguish 
between teachers' affectionate behaviors and caregiving 
behaviors (Zanolli, Sandargas, & Twardosz, 1990). The 
researchers studied caregiver behaviors in regard to whether 
caregivers' affectionate behaviors (smiling, touch, and 
verbal) elicit positive responses from children; whether 
caregivers who receive positive responses to affection differ 
from other caregivers in their rates of caregiving or 
affectionate behaviors; and whether children respond similarly 
to all affectionate behaviors or do they discriminate from 
caregiving behaviors. 
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To control for differences in curriculum, staff 
qualifications, and rules, nine full- and part-time caregivers 
were observed within the same classroom at a university day 
care center. Child responses to teacher behaviors were 
examined in addition to teacher affectionate and caregiving 
behaviors. Teachers were observed for a minimum of two hours 
total across six different days during morning indoor and 
outdoor free play activities. Observers recorded affectionate 
teacher behaviors (smiling, smiling with contact, affectionate 
words, passive affectionate physical contact, and active 
affectionate physical contact); caregiving teacher behaviors 
(question/instruction, question/instruction with physical 
contact, and caregiving contact- tying shoes, wiping nose, 
etc.); and child responses to teacher behaviors. The child 
responses were scored as "positive" when the child laughed, 
smiled, or expressed happiness toward teacher; "negative" when 
the child cried, screamed, whined, or frowned; "neutral" when 
the child showed no positive or negative affect; "none" when 
the child did not interact with teacher in any way; "not 
visible" when the child's reaction was not visible to observer 
within 5 seconds of teacher behavior. Results indicated that 
children's responses to caregiving behaviors were neutral 
rather than positive, while positive responses were related to 
teacher affectionate behaviors. The researchers concluded 
that children are indeed able to distinguish between different 
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types of teacher behaviors. All teachers' smiling and smiling 
with contact behaviors had a high probability of being 
responded to by the children. However, for other affectionate 
behaviors (active affectionate physical contact, passive 
affectionate physical contact, and affectionate words) 
children's responses differentiated two groups of teachers. 
Group 1 teachers received a high probability of children's 
positive responses while Group 2 teachers did not. When 
comparing teachers' rates of behavior scores, researchers 
found the only significant difference to emerge for the two 
groups was rates of smiling. Group 1 teachers had a higher 
rate of total smiling than did Group 2 teachers. One reason 
for the higher rate of smiling could be that it is easier to 
smile at children spontaneously, it conveys a positive feeling 
to the recipient, and it can be done from a distance. Other 
types of interaction require more involvement which may be 
prohibited due to teacher and child involvement in large group 
activities or prohibited from contact while sitting at a table 
apart from each other. The following study provides evidence 
for this idea. 
iResearchers recorded both child (aged infant to preschool) 
and teacher behaviors that occurred in a daycare setting 
(Twardosz, Botkin, Cunningham, Weddle, Sollie, & Shreve, 
1987). Behaviors included in the study were smiling, 
affectionate words, active affectionate physical contact 
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(i.e., hugging, patting, tickling), passive affectionate 
physical contact (i.e., sitting in lap, holding hands, ) and 
social interactions (i.e., conversing, playing cooperatively, 
provi~ing physical care, and arguing). Behaviors were 
recorded in 10-second intervals for a total of 90 seconds of 
observation time per subject at each visit. The average 
number of visits per teacher was 49 while the average per 
child was 41. This study was conducted in seven day care 
centers over a period of two years. The researchers found 
that affectionate behaviors occurred much less often than 
social interaction. For affectionate behaviors, smiling was 
reported to have occurred as much as five times more 
frequently than other types of affectionate behaviors. 
Another result reported was that occurrence of affectionate 
behaviors depended upon the particular routines. For example, 
teachers used affectionate words more frequently during small 
group activities while passive affectionate physical contact 
was used more frequently by teachers during indoor and outdoor 
freeplay and during large group activities. Children used 
active and passive physical contact more often during freeplay 
and large group activities. Smiling occurred more frequently 
than other types of affectionate behaviors during all routine 
activities. One interesting outcome of the study was the 
different ranking of teacher behaviors. In comparing all 
seven centers for frequency of affectionate behaviors, the 
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researchers discovered that one center ranked fourth on 
smiling but first on passive affectionate physical contact, 
while another center ranked first on smiling but fifth on 
passive affectionate physical contact. Researchers concluded 
that predicting a center's rankings on one behavior from it 
rankings on another behavior would not be possible. Some 
reasons for the differences between centers on the display of 
affectionate behaviors might include the differences in 
caregiver value systems, the order of activities on the daily 
schedule, and the centers' policy regarding physical affection 
between caregivers and children. The particular variables 
were not specifically addressed by the researchers. 
In addition to affectionate behaviors displayed between two 
people, eye contact also plays an important role in the 
developing relationship. When adults verbally interact, they 
use eye contact and watch for non-verbal facial cues to help 
them decipher the speaker's message. Addtionally, the speaker 
maintains eye contact to determine the interest level and 
attentiveness of the listener. Blehar, Lieberman, and 
Ainsworth (l977) found that face-to-face contact appears to be 
an important component of the mother-child relationship. In 
their study 26 mother-infant pairs were observed at home at 
three week intervals during the infant's first year of life. 
Each visit lasted four hours as observers watched the mother 
and infant interact in face-to-face encounters. The mothers 
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were instructed to try to elicit smiling and vocalization from 
their infants and to try to develop a continuous interaction. 
Results of the study indicated that mothers who were 
unreponsive to young infants' (6-9 weeks olds) cues in face-
to-face encounters tended to continue to be unresponsive to 
the infant at 12 to 15 weeks. Infants were more responsive to 
mothers who extended the interaction beyond an initial 
stimulus-response sequence by maintaining face-to-face contact 
and by pacing the interaction to match the infants' response. 
These same mother-infant dyads were found to be securely 
attached at 12 months. These results indicate that face-to-
face (eye) contact is an important component of developing 
quality relationships for even very young children. In an 
article entitled "The role of eye-to-eye contact in maternal-
infant attachment" Robson (1967) stated, "A small number [of 
primiparous mothers] specifically articulate that eye to eye 
contact releases strong positive feelings. These feelings 
have something to do with 'being recognized' in a highly 
personal and intimate way" (p.16). 
In another study related to eye contact (Bloom, 1974), 11 
infants were observed in their homes while an experimenter 
initiated vocal interactions with the infant. The infant was 
seated in a supine position in an infant seat while the 
experimenter smiled, touched, and verbalized (tsk,tsk,tsk) to 
the infants to reinforce their vocalizations across all 
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experimental conditions. Baseline data were collected prior 
to the experimental sessions in which the experimenter wore 
glasses with different lens conditions (clear lens, lens with 
life-sized color photographs of the experimenter's eyes with 
direct gaze, lens with life-sized photographs of the 
experimenter's eyes with gaze aversion, and opaque lens). 
During the experimental session, each infant experienced only 
two of the lens conditions: clear vs. opague lens, clear vs. 
direct-gaze photo lens, opaque vs. direct-gaze photo lens, or 
direct-gaze photo lens vs. gaze-averted photo lens. Infants' 
rates of vocalization increased toward the lens wearer in all 
conditions except the opaque lens condition. 
In a study by Carr, Dabbs, and Carr (1975), researchers 
examined whether or not face-to-face contact was important to 
two-year-olds when interacting with their mothers in a free 
play lab setting. Researchers individually observed 
24 mother-child dyads during a free play period in which the 
child was allowed to play with a specific set of toys while 
the child's mother sat in one of three positions for five 
minutes each: facing the toys, facing away from the toys, and 
behind a partition that was positioned between herself and the 
child. The mother was instructed to talk to her child in a 
manner that was natural to her. Children looked at their 
mothers more frequently when she sat facing away from the toys 
or behind the partition than they did when she sat facing the 
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toys. The children also spent 50 percent of the play time 
trying to reestablish face-to-face contact with their mother 
when she sat facing away from the toys and when she sat behind 
the partition. During this time, they frequently left the 
toys to seek closer proximity to their mother. Another 
interesting result is that the children talked to their 
mothers more when she sat facing away from the toys and when 
she sat behind the partition than they did when she sat facing 
the toys. The authors suggested that the children may have 
substituted talking for visual and proximal contact. Another 
reasonable assumption is that the children may have been 
trying to make certain their mother was not going to leave 
them alone during the experiment. 
In an experimental study regarding eye contact, Goldstein 
and Mackenberg (1966) tested children ranging in age from 4-
1/2 years to 10-1/2 years to determine if children are able to 
recognize familiar human faces from photos of only isolated 
facial features. From a total of 76 subjects, each child in 
the study participated individually in both a control and a 
test session. The control session consisted of each child 
being asked to identify classmates from a standardized black 
and white photo of the classmate's front facial view only. 
The test session occurred two weeks later and consisted of 
each child being asked to identify classmates from the same 
photos which had various facial features covered. The 
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researchers found that the children could more easily identify 
peers from photographs, revealing only partial facial 
features, if the eyes and forehead were visible. As would be 
expected, the researchers found that recognizing a face from 
partial features was an easier task for the older children 
than for the younger ones. Researchers concluded this 
difference was due, in part, to maturational differences for 
development of part-whole perception. 
In a study of younger children, Shapiro and Stine (1965) 
examined the emergence of specific facial features in figure 
drawings by preschool children. In a lab setting, the 
researcher met individually with children from 36 to 63 months 
of age. After establishing initial rapport, the examiner 
asked each child to draw somebody. If the child did not 
include a mouth in the first drawing, the examiner brought 
attention to the child's own mouth by asking the child to name 
his/her own facial features and offering the child a piece of 
candy to bring attention to the child's mouth. The child was 
then asked to make additional drawings. The children's 
drawings were examined for appearance of eyes, nose, mouth, 
and body parts. Using 46 months as the dividing age, results 
indicated 89 percent of those under 48 months of age and 99 
percent of those over 48 months of age drew eyes while only 22 
percent of the younger children drew a mouth and 75 percent of 
the older children did so. Although the emphasis of this 
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study was to determine the importance and the emergence of 
mouth and nose features in children's drawings, the eyes were 
included in nearly all the children's face drawings, 
indicating that eyes are a much noticed feature among children 
in their interaction with other people. Although these 
studies indicate that for children, infancy to school-age, eye 
contact plays an important part in establishing interpersonal 
relationships, a review of the literature reveals a lack of 
studies on eye contact between teachers or nonmaternal 
caregivers and children. Since it does play an important part 
is establishing relationships, the current study will include 
eye contact when observing caregiver behaviors in the 
classroom. 
Proximity during interaction is another important part of 
establishing relationships. In a study by Anderson, Nagle, 
Roberts, and Smith (1981), day care quality (defined by the 
physical environment and the caregiver's involvement) was 
correlated with quality of the child's attachment relationship 
with the caregiver as tested using an adaptation of the 
Ainsworth Strange Situation (Ainsworth & Wittig, 1969). Using 
25 day care centers, the researchers first divided them 
according to physical aspects and assigned a rating system. 
High Physical Quality (HPQ) centers used a variety of 
materials that were age appropriate and divided the space 
according to age and activities. The center was attractive in 
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appearance, the personnel used planned curriculum, written 
evaluations and parent-teacher conferences, and facilities and 
equipment used by the children were size appropriate. 
Children received individual attention to needs, personal 
space for belongings, and display area for their work. Low 
Physical Quality centers (LPQ) did not have differentiated 
space, equipment and facilities were not size appropriate for 
children, there was no parent involvement, and the major 
program emphasis was providing only free play style 
activities. Once the day care centers were divided by 
physical quality, the researchers rated the staff by two 
categories: high-involved and low-involved caregivers. The 
high-involved caregiver was described as displaying mostly 
positive interactions with children and at close range, while 
the low-involved caregiver was described as using little 
interaction which was mostly directed at child misbehaviors 
and usually from a distance. 
~~Adapting the Strange Situation, the researchers assessed 
the quality of attachment to the caregiver in the presence of 
a stranger. Results indicated that children from the high-
involved caregiver group contacted the caregiver more than the 
stranger, moved freely around the space, and explored the toys 
more freely in the presence of the caregiver than in the 
stranger's presence. The children from the low-involved 
caregiver group displayed more contact seeking and distance-
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interaction behaviors in the presence of the stranger than 
they displayed when alone with the caregiver. As expected, 
the children from the HPQ centers with high-involved 
caregivers generally scored highest on measures of attachment 
behavior while the children from LPQ centers with low-involved 
caregivers generally scored lowest on those same measures. 
In their study regarding teacher responses to child 
behaviors, Serbin, O'Leary, Kent, and Tonich (1973) found that 
girls (mean age of 4.3 years) received greater teacher 
attention when they were in closer proximity to the teacher 
than they received at longer ranges. Evidence from these 
studies indicates that teachers who interact with children in 
close proximity are more likely to develop a secure 
relationship with those children than are teachers who 
consistently interact from a distance. It is expected in the 
current study that close proximity will play an important part 
in the quality of the caregiver-child relationship. 
The quality of the adult-child relationship also plays an 
important role in child compliance. In a study by Londerville 
and Main (1981), 36 white middle-class mother-infant pairs 
were assessed on child compliance roles. The researchers were 
looking for a correlation between the attachment relationship 
already assessed at 12 months and the child's compliance with 
mother commands at 21 months of age. They also examined the 
mother's control techniques as it relates to toddler 
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compliance behaviors. All data was collected in a lab 
setting. The child was allowed to free play in a lab room 
where toys were available for the child. The authors found 
that six of 10 non-securely attached toddlers displayed angry 
disobedience (screaming in rage, throwing him/herself or 
objects about, hitting the mother) while none of the 22 
securely attached toddlers displayed such behaviors. There 
was a significant difference between mothers of securely 
attached children and mothers of non-securely attached 
children on qualitative aspects of maternal training 
techniques. Mothers of securely attached infants used warmer 
command tones and were gentler during interventions than were 
mothers of non-securely attached children. Mothers who used 
harsher command tones also tended to report more troublesome 
child behaviors at home. The amount of physical force used by 
the mother was inversely correlated with the child's 
compliance to persons other than the mother. 
In another study of child compliance, Schaffer and Crook 
(1979) wanted to determine what particular controls mothers 
used to get their toddler to comply. They divided 24 mother-
child pairs into two groups by age: infants of 15 months and 
infants of 24 months. In a lab setting, each mother-child pair 
was videotaped through a one-way mirror as the mother directed 
her child to play with a given set of toys. The mother was 
instructed to make sure her child played with all eight toys 
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in the set over a period of eight minutes. The mother's 
control techniques were classified in two groups: control 
utterances and nonverbal controls. Control utterances 
included grammatical structure (imperatives, interrogatives, 
declaratives, and moodless); directive or prohibitive; and 
action or attention (influence the child's motor activitiy or 
his/her perceptual activity). Nonverbal controls included 
manipulating attention to the speaker; manipulating attention 
to the surroundings; manipulating accessibility; eliciting or 
prohibiting action; modeling an action; and guiding behavior. 
The researchers found that the more involved mothers were 
with young children's play sessions, the easier it was to 
redirect the child's attention to a new task. Mothers of both 
groups of infants used distraction as a means of diverting the 
child's attention to a more favorable activity instead of 
using negative verbal commands. Mothers also got their child 
to focus attention on the new toy before using action commands 
to develop a new interaction sequence. Caregivers who use 
this same control method, may be more successful in 
influencing child compliance in the classroom. 
Using three experimental conditions: non-interactive 
(mother filled out questionnaire while child played), free 
play (mother played with child in same way she would at home), 
and responsive play (mother was trained a week before the 
experiment to respond in play to the child's initiative), 
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Parpal and Maccoby (1985) examined child compliance as it 
relates to the parent's previous involvement in the child's 
play. They used 39 mother-child pairs with a mean child age 
of 3 years and 9 months. They asked each child's caregiver to 
rate the child as either generally compliant or as 
noncompliant. Using these ratings, the children were randomly 
assigned to one of the three experimental groups. In the 
playroom of a mobile horne parked outside the child's day care 
center, the child and mother participated in one of the 
experimental conditions. The free play period lasted for 15 
minutes. After the free play session, mothers were directed 
to have their child complete a set of 30 standarized tasks 
using a simple command such as "Put the block in the box". 
Each mother was also asked to complete the Eyberg Child 
Behavior Inventory (Eyberg & Ross, 1978) which records problem 
behaviors, and the Werry-Weiss-Peters Activity Rating Scale 
(Werry, 1968) which focuses on hyperactivity. The researchers 
found that children rated as non-compliant by their teachers 
and their mothers displayed the same obedient behaviors in the 
responsive play condition as did children who were rated as 
compliant. However, these same non-compliant children were 
less obedient than compliant children in the non-interactive 
and free play conditions. The difference here is in the 
responsiveness on the part of adults to child initiatives. 
27 
The present study will examine caregiver responsiveness as it 
relates to child compliance. 
In their study on child compliance, Howes and Oelnick 
(1986) compared children from different familial backgrounds 
and in different child care settings. Children in the study 
were aged 18, 24, 30, and 36 months and attended either high-
quality day care centers, low-quality day care centers, or 
stayed at home with mom. Data was collected using a parent 
interview concerning family life; home observation that lasted 
1-1/2 hours between arrival home in the evening and the time 
the child was put to bed; a day care observation for one-half 
hour during the time the child was to finish one activity, 
clean up, and begin a new structured activity; and a 30-minute 
lab session designed to measure the child's compliance with 
parent commands. High-quality centers in this study were 
defined by adult-child ratios of 1:4 for children under 2 
years and 1:7 for children over 30 months; caregivers with 
formal training in child development; and no more than two 
primary teachers throughout the year. Low-quality centers 
were defined as those having adult-child ratios higher than 
1:7; no formally trained caregivers; and more than two primary 
caregivers during the year. Parents of children attending 
high-quality centers were more involved with their child and 
invested more effort in attaining child compliance. The 
teachers from the high-quality centers also showed more 
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investment in compliance and more involvement with the child 
than did teachers from low-quality centers. As the evidence 
indicates, there are several positive ways in which the 
caregiver can gain child compliance while strengthening the 
teacher-child relationship. 
~ The current study is expected to show that caregivers who 
use frequent eye contact, close proximity, frequent smiling, 
and affectionate words with children in their care will 
receive greater child compliance than caregivers who use these 
behaviors less frequently. Although adult behaviors play an 
important role in establishing a positive relationship with 
children, the child's role provides a significant reciprocal 
function~ In a study examining the reciprocal adult-child 
relationship, Bates (1976) hypothesized that children's 
nonverbal positivity levels (smiling and visual attentiveness) 
would influence the adults' positivity in return. They paired 
64 college undergraduate students with four II-year old boys 
to participate in an experimental lab session where the adults 
were trained to teach the child four brief lessons on 
elementary mathematics. The boys were trained to display 
either a high-positivity role (observe the adult's face 75 
percent of the time and smile in an appropriate and natural 
way) or display a low-positivity role (observe the adult's 
face only 25 percent of the time and not smile at all) during 
the experimental sessions. In both roles, the boys were 
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instructed to respond courteously to adult initiatives, but to 
not initiate any interaction with the adult. Prior to each lab 
session, the child was instructed which role to perform. Each 
boy was paired with a male or a female adult so that sex of 
adults was evenly distributed across both roles. 
After the last teaching session, adult subjects were asked 
to fill out a questionnaire regarding their impressions of the 
child's intellectual and social abilities. Female teachers 
responded more positively to children who displayed high 
positivity, whereas male teachers responded more positively to 
children who displayed low positive behaviors. Male teachers 
also evaluated high positive and low positive children 
differently for intellectual abilities on the questionnaire. 
Quality of the day care center also contributes to the 
caregiver-child relationship. It has been reported that 
children in high-quality centers had more positive interaction 
with adult caregivers than children in either moderate-quality 
or low-quality centers. Vandell, Henderson, and Wilson (1988) 
examined longitudinally the effects of quality of care on 
children. Using 20 children (10 boys and 10 girls with a mean 
age of 51 months) from a previous study on child care quality, 
the researchers did a follow up observation when the children 
were 8-years old. The variables observed in the initial study 
(Vandell & Powers, 1983) included positive interactions with 
peers, negative interactions with peers, positive interactions 
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with adults, negative interactions with adults, solitary play, 
and unoccupied behaviors as they occurred in a day care 
setting. High-quality centers were characterized in the 
initial study by low adult-child ratios (mean of 1 adult to 5 
children), abundant toys for the children to play with, 
caregivers with a bachelor degree in child development, and a 
spacious environment (mean is 60 sq. ft. per child). Low-
quality centers were characterized by high adult-child ratios 
(mean was 1 adult to 24 children), availability of toys ranged 
from good to poor, caregivers were as young as 18 years old 
with no college training, and space in the centers varied from 
23 to 54 square feet per child. The follow-up study examined 
the child's social competence with peers, looking for a 
relationship between that and the child's previous day care 
experience. In the follow-up study, children were grouped into 
triads to participate in a lab session where the children were 
instructed to perform a set of four tasks. Each of the four 
tasks were assigned to elicit cooperation between the members 
of the triad. Each triad was videotaped throughout the task 
sessions. Videotapes were later scored by coders who were 
blind to the child's day care history using a five point 
Likert-type scale. Measures included social competence with 
peers, positive affect, ability to handle frustrating 
situations, empathy, acceptance by peers, self-esteem, ability 
to negotiate conflict, and impulse control. In addition to 
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the task experiment, mothers of the children completed a 
questionnaire about family demographics and the child's day 
care history. Mothers also completed a 28 item Likert-type 
sc~le rating her child on peer relationships, compliance, task 
orientation, and emotional well-being. Lastly, each child was 
asked to nominate the best candidate from the triad for the 
following qualities: cooperative ("This person pitches in, 
shares, and gives everyone a turn."); disruptive ("This person 
doesn't share and tries to get everyone to do things his/her 
way."); shy (lilt's hard to get to know this person."); fights 
("This person starts fights with others."); and leader ("This 
person gets chosen by others as the leader.") Results 
indicated that children from high-quality centers spent more 
time in friendly interaction with peers while children from 
poor-quality centers received more shy nominations from the 
other triad members. Children who had more positive 
interactions with adults in day care at age four were rated at 
age eight as more socially competent, peer accepted, empathic, 
capable of negotiating conflict, and less impulsive by the 
independent videotape coders. Also children with more 
negative peer interactions at 4 years of age had lower self-
esteem ratings at 8 years. When comparing families who 
selected high-quality day care to families who selected low-
quality day care, the authors concluded that there may be a 
difference in the way parents interact with their children. 
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Regarding center quality, it is important to note that 
caregivers who have fewer children to care for are better able 
to develop a closer relationship with those children, since 
there is more time to devote to each child individually. 
In addition to quality, there are other center attributes 
that are important to the developing child. Some of these 
include assignment of a primary caregiver, stability of the 
peer group, staff turnover, frequency of site changes, and 
child's substitute care history (Anderson, 1980; Howes, 1987; 
Rheingold, 1956;). In a research review entitled "Social 
competency with peers: Contributions from child care", 
Carol lee Howes (1987) reported that children who had stable 
friendships for a period of three years used more positive 
social skills than children with less stable friendships. 
Children whose friendships had been disrupted by separation 
were less adept at making new friends than children who were 
in a stable peer group but ended a friendship by choice. 
Children who had frequently lost friendships due to separation 
were more hesitant to make new friends. It should also be 
expected that children who must repeatedly adjust to new 
caregivers, caused by staff turnover or by parents' relocation 
to different care centers, may be more hesitant to become 
attached to the caregiver. Therefore, caregivers' length of 
care for the child, child's attendance records, and the 
child's nonmaternal care history will be included in the 
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current study, as well as adult-child ratios, caregiver's 
education level, and classroom space available per child. 
Given the empirical evidence supporting the importance of 
the_ attachment relationship and the importance of quality of 
program on developmental outcomes for children in substitute 
care, it should be imperative to examine the quality of the 
caregiver-child relationship and its impact on the child. It 
was also expected that the child who has developed a positive 
relationship with a nurturing caregiver will display more 
behaviors indicative of satisfaction with care than the child 
who has a less positive relationship with a non-nurturing 
caregiver. 
For the current study, the caregiver behaviors judged to be 
influential in the quality of the caregiver-child relationship 
are eye contact, affectionate behaviors, proximity to the 
child during interaction, and how the teacher attains child 
compliance. Child behaviors that affect this dyad are 
attention bids to the teacher, child compliance and classroom 
exploratory behaviors which include task concentration and 
initiative in program activities. Variables determined to 
convey a child's satisfaction with the care (s)he receives at 
the center include attendance, behaviors regarding parent 
departure at arrival time, signs of stress, and activity 
involvement. 
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METHOD 
Subjects 
Twenty-five day care centers were selected from the local 
telephone books of three Midwestern cities that are located 
within a 30 mile geographic area from each other. The director 
of each center was contacted for the center's participation in 
this study. Prior to contact, it was decided on a random 
basis whether the observation in each of the centers would 
involve a male or a female child. Initially, 22 center 
directors agreed to participate. Due to difficulties in 
scheduling observation times, lack of director cooperation, 
and child attrition, only 18 centers completed the study. Of 
these centers, 11 were non-profit and 8 were privately owned 
or belonged to a national chain. Two were affiliated with a 
college or university and served a predominantly student and 
staff population. All but one center served single parent 
families and provided a free or reduced lunch program for low-
income families. All but two centers served minority 
families. Of those, eight centers had 5 percent or fewer 
minority children enrolled and two centers had 40 percent or 
more minority children enrolled. 
Using class lists of 4- and 5-year olds in each center, a 
male child was randomly selected for observation at the male-
assigned centers and a female child was randomly selected for 
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observation at the female-assigned centers. The final group 
of children included ten male child subjects and eight female 
child subjects. In each center, the interaction between a 
full-time caregiver and one child was observed in the natural 
classroom setting during free play and in a lab setting. The 
proposal for this study was submitted to and approved by the 
Human Subjects Committee prior to observation. 
Procedure 
Centers that agreed to participate were sent parent permission 
forms to inform the parents of the nature of the study. The 
center director was also sent a survey requesting information 
about the demographics of the families served and information 
related to center quality. A teacher permission form was also 
sent to each participating director, explaining the nature of 
the study so she could inform her staff. Which teacher was 
selected for the study was dependent upon them being a primary 
caregiver for the pool of four- and five-year olds targeted 
for the study and a willingness to participate. This teacher 
and the director were asked to sign the form, giving consent 
for researchers to observe in the classroom. 
From the children assigned to each caregiver, a male or a 
female child was randomly selected for observation, in each of 
the day care centers. The child was observed while 
36 
interacting with the caregiver and with peers during free play 
on two different days, separated by a seven day period. These 
caregiver-child interactions were observed for 3D-second 
intervals and then recorded on a behavior checklist. Total 
actual cumulative observation time was 10 minutes for each 
observation day. A teacher behavior checklist, adapted from 
two instruments (Innes, Woodman, Banspach, Thompson, & Inwald, 
1982; Zanolli, Saudargas, & Twardosz, 1990), was used to code 
specific caregiver behaviors for their occurrence during the 
classroom observation periods. Specific definitions of the 
caregiver behaviors of interest are given in Table 1. A child 
behavior checklist, adapted from Minton, Kagan, & Levine 
(1971), was used to code specific child behaviors that 
occurred during the free play interactions in the classroom. 
Table 2 provides a listing of the specific child behaviors. 
To insure coder reliability, the primary investigator and an 
independently trained observer coded behaviors during 44 
percent of the classroom observations. Reliability, as 
assessed by the ratio between the number of agreements and the 
sum of the number of agreements and of disagreements reached 
84 percent. Using a stop watch, the two observers watched the 
target child and his/her teacher for 30-second intervals and 
recorded on the checklists between each interval the 
occurrence of the teacher and child behaviors of interest. 
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Table 1. Teacher-Child Interaction Behaviors 
Affectionate Teacher Behaviors: 
Smiling: scored at the onset of each teacher smile directed at the child, or when the teacher laughed 
with the child. 
Smiling with Contact: scored at the onset of each teacher smile that co-occurred with any form of 
touching. 
Praise/compliment: scored at the onset of each teacher compliment or praise, such as "good job", "I like 
the your dress", etc. 
Affectionate Words: scored when teacher said any of the following to the child: a pet name or endearment 
(honey, baby, etc.), that she liked, loved, or was proud of the child, or affectionately teased the 
child. 
Passive Affectionate Physical Contact: any of the following: holding child on lap, holding child in 
arms, holding child's hand or arm, keeping arm around child, or in continuous contact with any portion 
of the child's body. Does not include any physical contact essential to care-giving (i.e. ,tying child's 
shoe) 
Active Affectionate Physical Contact: any brief affectionate physical contact toward the child, 
including: hugging child, kissing,tickling, patting, rubbing, stroking, caressing, nuzzling, or playful 
wrestling. 
Caregiving Teacher Behaviors 
(QI) Question/instruction: scored every time a teacher gave a child an instruction or asked a question 
related to academics, caregiving, or helping the child. 
(QIC) Question/instruction with contact: scored when a question or instruction co-occurred with any form 
of touch. 
(CC) Caregiving contact: any instance of physical contact that was an essential part of physical 
caregiving (i.e.,tying shoes, wiping nose). 
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Table 1. continued. 
Child Responses to teacher's behaviors 
Positive (+): scored when the child laughed, smiled, said affectionate 
words, was physically affectionate, or verbally expressed pleasure, 
pride, o,r happiness to the teacher. 
Negative (-): scored when the child cried, screamed, whined, 
None (0): scored when the child did not interact with teacher in 
any way following the teacher'S affectionate or caregiving behavior. 
Not Visible (V): scored when the child's response was not visible 
within 5 seconds of the teacher behavior occurring. 
Teacher's Nonverbal behaviors 
Proximity to the Child: 
range of interactions with child are at 
___ close (2 feet) 
medium (3-5 feet) 
far (6 feet +) 
Eye Contact: 
teacher stoops/kneels down to child's level for teacher-child 
interaction. 
teacher looks at child (face to face) while interacting with child. 
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Table 2. Child Classroom Behaviors 
Bids for attention: 
verbal request 
nonverbal request made by a gesture or physical contact with the teacher. 
verbal request accompanied by a physical action (e.g., waving object or hands, touch/pat 
teacher's arm, pull teacher's clothing) 
verbal request issued in whining tone, fretting, crying, or any non-language noises, implying a 
request. 
Teacher responses to child's bids: 
positive: scored when the teacher laughed, smiled, said affectionate words, was physically 
affectionate, or verbally expressed pleasure, pride, or happiness to the child. 
negative: scored when the teacher verbally criticizes, scolds, forbids, reprimands, frowns, 
shakes head or finger at child, acts angry toward child. 
ignores child: scored when teacher does not respond to child's verbal or physical bid for help or 
attention. 
Classroom exploratory behaviors: 
A. Task concentration: 
child stays on task for 
3 minutes or less 
4-10 minutes 
more than 10 minutes 
child remains on task until completed (e.g., puts puzzle together completely) 
child gives up on task when it becomes difficult. 
B. Child initiative in program activities: 
child selects activities independently. 
teacher initiates child interest in activity. 
child seeks teacher help with activity. 
child initiates contact with peers verbally. 
child initiates contact with peers physically. 
child accepts peer initiatives for interaction. 
child refuses peer initiatives for interaction. 
peer responds to child's initiative for peer interaction. 
peer ignores child's initiative for peer interaction. 
child frequently stands and watches other children play. 
child wanders aimlessly around the room. 
previous peer interaction: continuation of child-peer interaction that began prior to the 
3D-second observation period. 
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For each type of behavior, only one occurrence was coded 
during each interval. Across the two days of observations, 
each dyad was observed for a total of 20 actual minutes of 
free play time. In addition to the classroom observations, 
each caregiver-child dyad was observed in an on-site lab 
setting adapted from Crowell and Feldman (1988). This lab 
setting was designed to provide the best opportunity to 
observe child compliance behaviors with teacher commands. The 
child was allowed 10 minutes of free play with a specific set 
of toys (swoosh ball, wooden and cloth clown, plastic jewelry, 
25 pieces of plastic interconnecting blocks, rubber dinosaur 
hand puppet, and a miniature wooden village) provided by the 
researcher, followed by a five minute cleanup period directed 
by the caregiver. This free play period was provided to help 
the caregiver and child relax during the lab setting so that 
behaviors would be as close to natural as possible. The 
researcher then introduced the child to two different puzzle 
tasks, one at a time, ordered in terms of increasing 
difficulty. The first of these tasks was a simple eight piece 
wooden dinosaur puzzle that was easy for the child to 
complete. The other task was a complicated three-dimensional 
foam rubber airplane puzzle that purposely exceeded the 
child's ability based on the child's age. The caregiver was 
instructed to interact with the child in any way that (s)he 
felt comfortable and natural. The child and caregiver were 
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observed while completing the tasks. Table 3 details the 
specific interaction behaviors of interest. The observers 
remained in the room during the free play, cleanup, and task 
assignment periods although they sat apart from the 
participants. During the lab setting, a timer was set to 
indicate the 10 minutes of free play so the caregiver would 
know when to direct the child to cleanup. During this lab 
setting period, the coders again used 30-second intervals for 
observing and coding behaviors between observations. The same 
independently trained observer was used to insure coder 
reliability for 39 percent of the lab setting observations. 
Reliability was assessed using the same ratio as in the 
classroom observations and reached 73.5 percent. Observation 
of the first puzzle task ended when the child completed the 
task, usually lasting only 2 minutes or less. The 
observation time for the second, more complicated puzzle task 
was also coded using 30-second intervals of observation. This 
task period ended when there were 10 actual minutes of 
observation time or when the child completed the task, 
whichever occurred first. Of all the children completing the 
study, only two actually completed the second puzzle task, one 
boy and one girl. During the lab setting, observed child 
behaviors included the child's initiative in doing the tasks, 
task concentration, bids for caregiver help, and compliance 
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Table 3. Attaining Child Compliance 
Teacher Behaviors: 
question/instruction: scored every time a teacher gave a child an instruction or asked a question 
related to academics, caregiving, or helping the child. 
question/instruction with contact: scored when a question or instruction co-occurred with any form of 
touch. 
manipulates child's attention to surroundings: 
(e.g., some object or lociation is introduced into the child's sphere of interest 
by, for example, pointing to it or waving the object about) 
manipulating accessibility: 
(e.g., something is moved toward or away from the child, or the child is moved 
nearer to or further from some object) 
modeling an action: 
the teacher demonstrates an action by mime or by actually performing it so that 
the child may reproduce the action. 
guiding behavior: 
the child's actions are explicitly guided by the teacher acting either directly 
on him/her (e.g., pushing his hand) or on the object the child is manipulating. 
negative reinforcement: 
planfully ignores child, uses "time out" techniques. 
physical negative contact: 
slaps child, shakes child, spanks child, restrains child physically; any physical 
punishment. 
previous teacher-child interaction: scored whenever the teacher and child are already involved in any 
sort of interaction that began before the 30-second observation period. 
Child Compliance Behaviors: 
Child complies with teacher request/command 
after 1st request 
after 2nd request 
child complies after requests. 
teacher and child negotiate compliance 
child ignores teacher's request for compliance. 
child refuses to comply with verbal request by saying no or shaking head no. 
teacher physically moves child to comply 
teacher punishes child for non-compliance 
(e.g., sends child to cubby, uses "time-out", directs child 
to another play area) 
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with caregiver commands or suggestions. The caregiver was 
observed for responsiveness to the child, how (s)he attains 
the child's compliance, and eye contact. 
At the time of the first classroom observation, the 
director was given a parent survey with a request to parents 
to complete and return it to the director before the second 
observation day. The parent survey consisted of as-point 
Likert-type scale and seven close-ended questions expected to 
measure child satisfaction with care. The survey asked 
questions regarding behaviors related to parent departure at 
arrival time, signs of stress in the child, and the child's 
interest in attending the care center. The particular 
questions included in the parent survey were selected to 
determine if the child might be feeling stress related to 
attending the day care center. Signs of stress in children 
include anger, physical ailments such as headaches or 
stomachaches, frequent illnesses related to lower resistance 
by the immune system, and withdrawal (Jewett, 1982; Stearns, 
1984). Some items the parent was asked to rate pertained to 
the child's complaints about headaches or stomachaches, 
frequency of temper tantrums, and refusal to go to day care. 
Interest in attendance behaviors included reports of telling 
parent(s) about field trips, story time, friendships, or 
special projects that occurred during the child's stay 
(Appendix E). Each child's attendance history was recorded 
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from teacher files. The parent survey was not returned for 
one of the female subjects. 
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RESULTS 
Each behavior on the behavior checklists in Tables 1, 2, 
and 3 was coded as 'I' when the behavior occurred, or as '0' 
when a behavior did not occur across each 30-second 
observation interval. For each behavior, the sum of all 
occurrences across all observation intervals was calculated. 
For example, Total Teacher Smiling was the sum of all 
occurrences of teacher smiling during the two classroom 
observations, the lab setting free play observations, and the 
puzzle task observations. The variables in the data analyses 
are the total frequencies for teacher behaviors and for child 
behaviors. Appendix A shows the means and standard deviations 
for the variables with a significant relationship that were 
calculated using Spearman Rho correlations. 
One of the hypotheses of this study was to find out if child 
behaviors of bids for attention and task concentration would 
influence teacher behaviors. To determine whether or not a 
relationship existed between these teacher and child 
behaviors, teacher affectionate behaviors shown in Table 1 
were correlated with both the child's total bids for attention 
(sum of verbal and non-verbal bids shown in Table 2) and with 
the child's total for staying on task from 4 to 10 minutes. 
It is important to note that teacher smiling with or without 
contact and teacher praise or compliment were observed across 
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all settings, whereas affectionate words and both passive and 
active affectionate physical contact were only observed in the 
classroom. Results indicated that child bids for attention, 
observed across all settings, were significantly related to 
teacher affection to those bids (r=.67, p<.Ol). However, no 
relationship between the child staying on task and teacher 
affectionate behaviors was found. Child bids for attention 
were correlated with teacher stoops to child level and teacher 
looks at child during interaction. Results indicated that 
only the relationship between child bids for attention and 
teacher looks at child were significant (r=.62, p<.Ol). 
Another variable called teacher unresponsive behaviors, which 
was derived from the sum of caregiving contact only, 
interaction proximity far (observed only in the classroom and 
shown in Table 1), teacher ignores child, and negative 
response to child (observed in all settings and shown in Table 
2) was correlated to child bids for attention (r=.71, p<.OOl). 
In order to better understand what was going on in the 
teacher-child interaction during child bids for attention, 
further analysis was done using specific ways in which the 
child requested teacher help. Results indicated that child 
verbal requests significantly correlated to teacher positive 
response (r=.88, p<.OOl) and to teacher ignores child bids 
(r=.78, P<.OOl), both defined in Table 2 and observed in all 
settings. The latter may be due to the teacher being 
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distracted by other children in the classroom or with other 
tasks at the time the child makes a request. Child verbal 
requests with contact (pat teacher's arm, pull teacher's 
clothing, etc. along with verbal request) was not 
significantly related (to either teacher positive responses or 
teacher negative responses (Table 2). Child nonverbal request 
for attention (gesturing to teacher or making physical contact 
with teacher and excluding verbal request) was significantly 
related to teacher negative responses (r=.51, p<.05) and was 
significantly related to teacher positive responses (r=.71, 
p<.Ol). Child verbal request made in a crying or whining tone 
was significantly related to teacher negative responses 
(r=.71, p<.Ol) but not to teacher positive responses. 
This study was expected to find that caregiver affectionate 
behaviors observed in all settings and found in Table 1 were 
related to child compliance. Results indicated no significant 
relationship. This result is surprising since it was expected 
that a warm, friendly caregiver would gain child compliance 
easier than a cold and distant caregiver. However, teacher 
behaviors observed in the classroom only and classified as 
unresponsive (teacher ignores child, caregiving contact only, 
proximity during interaction far, and teacher negative 
response to child bids) were significantly related to child 
first compliance (r=.64, p<.Ol). One interpretation of these 
results may be that children are more likely to comply with a 
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teacher who allows little leaway in disobeying while a more 
affectionate and responsive teacher might allow a child to 
negotiate compliance. 
Although there is a lack of studies done on eye contact 
between non-maternal caregivers and children, there are 
studies that have already established eye contact as an 
important component of adult-child relationships (Blehar, 
Lieberman, Ainsworth, 1977; Carr, Dabbs, Carr, 1975). The 
current study expected that eye contact would be relevant to 
teacher-child interactions. All teacher eye contact toward 
the child that was observed in the classroom was correlated 
with total child first compliance behaviors (r=.62, p<.01). 
Evidence from other studies ( Anderson, Nagle, Roberts, and 
Smith, 1981; Serbin, O'Leary, Kent, and Tonich, 1973) have 
indicated that close proximity plays a part in the quality of 
the teacher-child relationship, therefore proximity of the 
teacher and child to each other during interactions in the 
classroom was measured to determine if it influenced their 
interaction. Results indicated that close proximity (range of 
two feet or less) was significantly related to child positive 
responses toward the teacher (r=.45, p<.05); to child first 
compliance with teacher commands (r=.60, p<.Ol); and to 
teacher positive responses toward the child (r=.78, p<.OOl). 
Close proximity was also highly significantly related to 
49 
teacher ignoring of child's request for attention 
(r=.74, p<.OOl). Although this last result is in contrast to 
the relationship between close proximity and teacher positive 
response toward the child, it could occur because the child 
was unable to get the teacher's attention. The teacher may 
have already been involved with other children at the time of 
the child's request. This is quite plausible since child 
verbal requests were significantly correlated to teacher 
ignoring of child bids, stated earlier. 
In order to distinguish between a nurturing and a non-
nurturing caregiver, selected teacher behaviors found in other 
studies (Innes, Woodman, Banspach, Thompson, & Inwald, 1982; 
Zanolli, Saudargas, & Twardosz, 1990) were combined to create 
two new variables (Table 4). These new variables, Teacher 
Nurturance and Teacher Non-nurturance, were used to determine 
if a relationship existed between the teacher's nurturing 
attitude and the child's positive or negative responses to the 
teacher. Teacher nurturance was not related to either child 
positive responses nor child negative responses to the 
teacher. Teacher non-nurturance was not significantly related 
to child negative responses to the teacher, as expected, but 
it was significantly related to child positive responses to 
the teacher (r=.54, p<.Ol). In contrast to expected outcomes, 
teacher nurturance was found to have no significant 
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Table 4. Definitions for Teacher Nurturance and Non-nurturance. 
Teacher Nurturance Behaviors 
teacher smiling 
teacher smiling with contact 
teacher praise/compliment 
teacher active affectionate physical contact 
teacher passive affectionate physical contact 
teacher affectionate words 
teacher proximity (2 feet or less) to child during responsive 
behaviors 
teacher stoops to child's level during responsive behaviors 
teacher looks at child during responsive behaviors 
teacher positive response to child 
teacher helps child during the lab setting puzzle task 
Teacher Non-nurturance Behaviors 
teacher one-way negative contact 
teacher ignores child 
teacher caregiving contact only 
teacher proximity far (6 feet or more) during responsive behavior 
teacher proximity far when giving child directions/commands 
teacher negative reinforcement 
teacher negative response to child bids for attention 
teacher punishes child 
teacher negative physical contact 
teacher refuse to help during lab setting puzzle task 
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relationship to child compliance with teacher commands. When 
comparing teacher nurturance and teacher non-nurturance to 
child bids for attention, results indicated a significant 
relationship for both teacher non-nurturance (r=.72, p<.OOl) 
and for teacher nurturance (r=.60, p<.Ol). Perhaps, the child 
seeks approval or attention more often from a teacher who is 
unresponsive than is necessary from a responsive teacher who 
gives attention freely. 
This study was expected to show that caregivers who use 
frequent eye contact, close proximity, frequent smiling, and 
affectionate words with children in their care would receive 
greater child compliance than caregivers who used these 
behaviors less frequently. Results were not consistent with 
these expectations. Child compliance was significantly 
related to total eye contact (r=.62, p<.Ol) and to proximity 
(r=.60, p<.Ol). However, teacher smiling had no correlation 
to child compliance and there was no incidence of teacher 
affectionate words in any of the centers during observations. 
To analyze a teacher's behaviors used to attain child 
compliance, another combination variable was created. Teacher 
Attains Child Compliance includes the following teacher 
behaviors: teacher directs child's attention to surroundings 
or to things, teacher controls accessibility for the child, 
and teacher uses questions or instructions with or without 
contact. Some of the variables used for Teacher Attains Child 
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Compliance were found in a study by Schaffer and Crook (1979). 
Teacher attains child compliance was then used to determine if 
a relationship existed between it and child compliance or 
between it and child bids for attention. While there was no 
significant correlation between teacher attains child 
compliance and child compliance, there was a significant 
relationship between teacher attains child compliance and 
child bids for attention (r=.47, p<.05). 
Expecting that a teacher's positive behaviors would create 
an atmosphere where children felt safe enough to explore 
freely, child exploratory behaviors which included task 
concentration and child initiatives in program activities were 
correlated with proximity, teacher attains child compliance, 
eye contact, and teacher affectionate behaviors. Results 
indicated no significant relationship between these variables. 
The major premise of this study was that if a caregiver was 
warm and nurturing, the child's satisfaction with care would 
be greater than if the caregiver was cold and non-nurturing. 
In order to analyze this hypothesis, child satisfaction was 
defined from a specific set of questions included in the 
parent survey (Table 5). All behaviors that had a negative 
connotation were recoded such that higher scores on this 
Likert-type scale indicated more child satisfaction. No 
significant relationship was found between child satisfaction 
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Table 5. Definition of Child Satisfaction Variable: the sum of these 
variables taken from the Parent Survey. 
My child goes to an area to playas soon as (s)he arrives. 
My child takes belongings from home (i.e., toys, photos, etc.) to 
share with others at the day care center. 
My child complains about stomachaches. 
My child takes time to explore the room before settling down to one 
activity. 
My child tells the caregiver about things that happen at home. 
My child talks to me on the way to day care about what (s)he is 
going to do that day. 
My child complains about headaches. 
My child clings to me when I must leave him/her at day care. 
My child tells me about daily activities at day care. 
My child cries when I leave him/her at day care. 
My child complains about his/her teacher at day care. 
My child proudly shows me things that (s)he has made at daycare 
(i.e., painting, pictures, etc.). 
My child tells me (s)he doesn't want to go to day care. 
My child has a favorite playmate at day care. 
My child talks positively about the other children at daycare. 
My child has temper tantrums. 
My child talks positively about his/her teacher at day care. 
My child talks to me on the way home about what (s)he did at day care 
that day. 
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and teacher nurturance or between child satisfaction and 
teacher non-nurturance. 
This study was also expected to show a relationship between 
center quality and the nurturance of caregivers to the 
children. Center quality was defined by the following 
variables, 1) teacher-child ratios, 2) assignment of a primary 
caregiver to each child, 3) number of caregivers each child 
had during the previous year, 4) a center mission or goal 
statement, 5) teacher plans for activities, 6) staff training 
opportunities, 7) education level of caregivers, and 8) the 
size of the classroom space. Information on these variables 
was taken from the director survey. Three levels of center 
quality were created depending upon the answers in each 
category (Table 6). Using this three level scale, center 
quality was correlated with teacher nurturance, teacher non-
nurturance, and child satisfaction. Results indicated no 
significant correlation between these variables. 
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Table 6. Definition of Center Quality Continuum 
Low Center Quality Characteristics: 
teacher-child ratio is greater than 12 
no assignment of a primary caregiver for each child 
no use of preplanned activities 
center has no mission or goal statement 
number of caregivers child has had exceeds two within previous year 
no opportunities for staff to receive additional training 
center does not provide for caregivers to attend workshops, classes, 
or membership in professional organizations 
center does not have library of professional magazines or teacher 
resource books 
caregiver staff has no training in child development concepts 
classroom space is less than 40 sq. ft. per child 
Medium Center Quality Characteristics: 
teacher-child ratio is greater than 12 
primary caregiver is assigned to each child 
caregivers preplan activities for children 
center has a mission or goal statement 
number of caregivers child has had is less than 2 for previous year 
caregivers have opportunities to receive training 
center does not provide for caregivers to attend workshops, classes, 
or membership in professional organizations 
center does not have library of professional magazines or teacher 
resource books 
caregiver staff has some training in child development concepts 
classroom space is less than 40 sq. ft. per child 
High Center Quality Characteristics: 
teacher-child ratio is equal to or less than 12 
primary caregiver is assigned to each child 
caregivers preplan activities for children 
center has mission or goal statement 
number of caregivers child has had is less than 2 for previous year 
caregivers have opportunities to receive training 
center does provide caregivers opportunities to attend workshops, 
classes, and membership in professional organizations 
center does have library of professional magazines and teacher 
resource books 
caregiver staff has some training in child development concepts 
classroom space exceeds 40 sq. ft. per child 
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CONCLUSIONS AND DISCUSSION 
Although this study did not achieve all the results hoped 
for, it did show that the relationship between the caregiver 
and child is a reciprocal one. The way in which a child asked 
for teacher help influenced what kind of response the child 
received. These results are congruent with Yarrow and Waxler 
(1971) who found that adults' responsiveness was dependent 
upon child behaviors. This may be an indication of how a 
child's social interaction skills influence teacher behaviors 
as well as peer behaviors. The child with better or more 
advanced language skills received more positive responses from 
the teacher than the child who used non-verbal or crying 
strategies. Similar results were reported by Wittmer and 
Honig (1988) who found that teachers responded more positively 
to three-year-olds than they did to two-year-olds. Sometimes, 
the child's verbal request was ignored by the teacher. This 
may be due to the teacher being involved with other children 
or with other tasks at the time of the child's verbal request. 
Results also indicated that the unresponsive and non-nurturing 
caregiver behaviors were a greater influence on the child's 
bids for attention and the child's willingness to comply with 
teacher commands than the affectionate and nurturing 
caregiver. This finding may be a result of the child's need 
to seek teacher attention more often from an unresponsive 
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teacher than that same child would need to seek attention from 
an affectionate and responsive teacher. Teachers rated as 
affectionate displayed behaviors such as smiling and 
affectionate physical contact before the child directly asked 
for attention, whereas teachers rated as unresponsive offered 
no such displays toward children. A puzzling result was that 
teachers rated as non-nurturant received greater positive 
responses from children than did the nurturing teacher. This 
is contrary to expected outcomes. 
interpretations for this finding. 
There are two possible 
The child may seek approval 
from the non-nurturing teacher because (s)he doesn't receive 
positive teacher reponses spontaneously. Alternatively, the 
non-nurturing teacher has stricter guidelines for child 
behavior and creates more consistent expectations thus giving 
the child a greater sense of security. 
Results regarding child compliance were surprising. It was 
expected that a warm, nurturing teacher would gain greater 
compliance than a non-nurturing teacher. However, results 
indicated the opposite effect. Children may comply more 
quickly with the non-nurturing caregiver out of fear while the 
nurturing caregiver may allow more flexibility of behavior 
boundaries. These results regarding caregiver nurturance and 
child compliance are in contrast to results of other studies 
(Londerville & Main, 1981; Parpal & Maccoby, 1985; Schaffer & 
Crook, 1979). Future researchers might focus on what specific 
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behaviors a caregiver uses that promotes child compliance. 
Does one teacher use different techniques or teaching styles 
with different children in her care or does she have one style 
she uses with all children? Do all children in the teacher's 
care perceive her similarly? 
Another area of teacher and child interaction that proved 
to be significant was the correlation between the teacher 
looking at the child during interactions and the child 
complying with the teacher's first request. Most likely this 
was due to the fact that teacher requests made to the child 
without direct face-to-face contact were ignored because the 
child could not determine who the teacher was addressing. A 
variable related closely to face-to-face contact was the 
teacher stooping to the child's level during interactions. 
Results indicated that teachers used this behavior much less 
often than face-to-face contact during teacher-child 
interactions. The looking behaviors are possible from various 
ranges while stooping behaviors require close proximity to the 
child during interactions. Also, recording "stooping at 
child's level" by researchers were unnecessary during 
interactions where the child and teacher were sitting together 
at the same table, whereas "looking at child" behaviors would 
still have been recorded. 
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The proximity of teacher and child to each other during 
interactions influenced the quality of those interactions. 
Close proximity proved to have positive outcomes for both 
partners. Children complied with teacher commands when the 
teacher made those commands at close range and teacher's 
responses to the child were positive when proximity was close. 
These results are congruent with expected outcomes regarding 
proximity and quality of relationships. 
One of the most important findings expected of this study 
was to show that a warm nurturing caregiver would influence 
the level of the child's satisfaction with care. There was no 
relationship between caregiver nurturance and the child's 
satisfaction with care. Center quality was also expected to 
have a positive relationship to the child's satisfaction with 
care and with the level of teacher nurturance. However, 
center quality influenced neither. 
Parent perceptions of their child's satisfaction with care 
was purposely omitted. It is doubtful that a loving parent 
could leave their child daily in a care center that the parent 
perceived to be of poor quality. For this very reason, it was 
important to try to tap into the child's perception of 
satisfaction with that care. The parent survey was created 
for use in this study and has not been standardized for 
reliability. There was not a similar survey available for use 
in this research project and the pilot work necessary to 
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construct such a reliable instrument was impossible due to 
time and cost constraints. As mentioned earlier, the 
variables selected for the parent survey were chosen for their 
relationship to stress. Creation of a valid and reliable 
instrument to measure the child's perception of satisfaction 
with care in a day care setting would be a useful tool for 
future researchers and day care practitioners alike. This 
type of instrument could provide another way to determine the 
best environment to meet children's needs. Results of this 
study regarding center quality poses new questions. Future 
research on child satisfaction with care might ask the 
following questions: 1) what part of center quality is most 
closely related to child satisfaction? 2) if quality were 
equal in several different day care centers, would the 
children from those centers, having different caregivers, rate 
their own satisfaction with care equally? 3) would children 
from the same quality day care center, sharing the same 
caregivers, rate their satisfaction with care equally? 
There are several flaws of this study. The first and most 
important was the low number of sUbjects. Some of the 
relationships may have been significant with a larger pool of 
subjects. One area intended for examination was what role sex 
of child would have on specific outcomes, particularly in 
regards to child bids for attention, teacher responses to the 
child, and child compliance. However, lack of a larger 
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subject pool made it difficult to analyze sex differences. 
Initially, it was decided to use a sample size of 20 to 
determine if behavior correlations reached significance. 
Expecting some attrition by participants, 25 day care centers 
were contacted. Due to attrition in the original sample, 
results for this study were calculated using 18 subjects. Due 
to the low number of subjects, results should be viewed with 
caution since it would be difficult to generalize findings to 
the larger preschool population with any reliability. In 
addition to an insufficient number of subjects, time and cost 
constraints prevented longer observation time that other 
studies have used. This makes it impossible to assure that 
the behaviors observed were the normal and natural behaviors 
of all subjects. Again, this makes it difficult to generalize 
findings to the larger preschool population. The reliability 
of the child satisfaction survey is also a flaw of this study. 
Although the items were selected with care to measure the 
child's stress behaviors, it has not been proven to be 
reliable or valid. Because this instrument was not tested for 
reliability, results of this study must be examined with 
caution. 
Future studies on caregiver-child relationships might 
include caregiver attitudes about child compliance and what 
direct effect it has on child behaviors in the classroom. 
This study may not have examined the definitive teacher 
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behaviors that characterize caregiver affection, and therefore 
did not get all results expected. Further research may focus 
on teacher behaviors to tease out which specific behaviors 
gain child compliance. This information would be helpful to 
caregivers needing improved classroom management skills. Many 
day care classrooms have two or more fulltime caregivers for 
each age group. Future studies might include a comparison of 
two fulltime caregivers and their relationship to a particular 
child in their care. 
This study did support the hypothesis that child behaviors 
do influence adult behaviors. In light of the importance of 
the mother-child relationship and its effect on the child's 
development (Crowell & Feldman, 1988; Smith & Pederson, 1988), 
future research should include closer investigation of the 
caregiver-child relationship in the day care setting. 
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APPENDIX A 
MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS 
OF SIGNIFICANT VARIABLES 
Means and Standard Deviations 
Variables 
Child bids for attention 
Child stays on task 4-10 min 
Child compliance first time 
Child positive response to 
teacher 
Child proximity close to 
teacher 
Child verbal request to 
teacher 
Child non-verbal request 
to teacher 
Child exploratory behaviors 
Child satisfaction with care 
Teacher positive response to 
child 
Teacher negative response to 
child 
Total teacher eye contact 
Teacher ignores child 
Teacher proximity to child 
close 
Total teacher smiling at 
child 
Teacher affection 
Teacher unresponsive to 
child 
Teacher nurturance 
Teacher non-nurturance 
Teacher attains compliance 
Center quality* 
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Mean 
27.94 
88.18 
26.00 
.72 
5.89 
12.71 
2.59 
182.41 
73.94 
12.77 
.41 
4.39 
3.71 
6.67 
1327.72 
1333.77 
5.06 
1359.82 
9.18 
2808.94 
258.12 
St.Dev. 
14.27 
27.63 
8.23 
1.13 
5.18 
8.98 
2.74 
23.90 
4.04 
7.65 
.62 
4.26 
3.37 
6.26 
65.41 
67.89 
3.72 
74.11 
3.81 
160.98 
284.59 
Range 
low high 
5 
44 
12 
o 
o 
3 
o 
134 
68 
3 
o 
o 
o 
o 
1165 
1175 
1 
1183 
5 
2620 
23 
65 
124 
42 
3 
16 
31 
9 
215 
80 
25 
2 
17 
12 
22 
1457 
1468 
14 
1487 
18 
3104 
959 
* Of 18 centers, 61% were low quality; 22% were medium quality; 
17% were high quality. 
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APPENDIX B 
CLASSROOM OBSERVATION CHECKLIST 
CLASSOBS. XLS 
Center Number: 
Observation Number: 
Date of Observation: 
4 Observer Name 
5 
6 AFFECTIONATE BEHAVIORS 
7 
8 Teacher behaviors: 1 2 3 4 
9 
10 with contact 
liment child 
12 Affectionate words 
13 Passive Affectionate 
14 Active Affectionate 
15 
16 
17 
18 Child behaviors: 1 
19 Positive 
r~~._~n~~ behaviors: 1 
with contact 
contact 
to the child 1 
close (2 feet 
31 medium (3-5 
32 far (6 feet +) 
33 
34 Contact 1 
35 teacher to child level 
36 teacher looks at child 
37 
38 
39 
40 
41 
Page 1 
CLASSOBS.XLS 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 
contact 
a"'~1I'\n I instruction 
a"~'I'\""/instruction with contact 
interaction continued 
1 
to the child 1 
close (2 feet) 
far (6 feet + 
1 
~~r,I'\"""" to child level 
Page 2 
CLASSOBS.XLS 
AI H I 
83 Center Number: 7 
84 Observation Number: 
85 Date of Observation: 
86 Observer Name 
87 
88 
89 Child Bids for Attention: 1 2 3 4 6 
to Child Bids 1 
1 
1 
"'~r\n""'"'" to child level 
at child 
Page 3 
CLASSOBS.XLS 
BCD E F G H I 
Center Number: 
Observation Number: 
1 2 3 4 5 ~--
on task for 
-- 3 minutes or less 
4 - 10 minutes 
than 10 minutes 
lete 
on difficult task 
Child Initiative in activities 1 
child selects 
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APPENDIX C 
LAB OBSERVATION CHECKLIST 
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1 Center Number: 
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3 Date of Observation: 
4 Observer Name 
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6 TEACHER-CHILD INTERACTION 
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42 Center Number: 
43 Date of Observation: 
44 Observer Name 
45 Record 10 seconds intervals 
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52 child remains on task until 
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APPENDIX D 
PARENT PERMISSION FORM 
Parent Permission Form 
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A graduate student from Iowa State University is 
requesting permission to come to the day care center to 
observe children, four- and five-year-olds, as part of her 
thesis project. The graduate student is interested in 
looking at how children and teachers interact in a day care 
setting. She would come to the center to observe one child, 
randomly selected, and his/her teacher during free play 
activities on two different occassions. The observation 
time would last approximately 10 to 15 minutes on each 
visitation. 
Following the second observation, the child will 
participate in a play/task activity at the day care center 
with the teacher's help. The child will be allowed to play 
freely for 10 minutes with a selection of toys provided by 
the researcher, followed by a 5 minute clean-up period. The 
teacher will then be instructed to help the child with two 
puzzle tasks. The first task will be a simple wooden puzzle 
that should be easy for the child to complete. The second 
task will be a difficult puzzle the child will be asked to 
complete using an instructional diagram. During this two-
task period (30 minutes), the teacher and child will again 
be observed. Child and teacher behaviors will be recorded 
on a behavior checklist during all observation periods. At 
a few selected centers, a second observer will assist the 
graduate student in observing, in order to check observer 
reliability. 
The parent(s) of the randomly selected child will be 
asked to fill out a questionnaire. This questionnaire has 
questions regarding the child's behaviors related to his/her 
activities at day care and the child's substitute care 
history (i.e., how old the child was when (s)he first 
attended substitute care; how many different types of day 
care centers (s)he may have attended). 
Children's and teacher's names will not be used, nor will 
the day care center's name be used as part of the written 
research project. A number code will be assigned to each 
day care center and to each child to assure confidentiality 
of all information gathered, in order to protect the 
children, their parents, the day care center, and the 
teachers involved. Once all information has been 
successfully collected, the li8ti of day care centers with 
code numbers will be destroyed to ensure continued 
confidentiality for this research project. 
If at any time during the study, you decide to withdraw 
your child, for whatever reason, you have the right to do 
so without any prejudice or consequence. If you have any 
questions about the nature of this study or the procedures 
used, you may contact the graduate student at 515-648-2821. 
If you are interested in participating, please sign below. 
Thank you for your participation. 
Sue Zarr, graduate student 
Iowa State University 
If you are willing to allow your child to participate in 
this study please sign this form and return it to the day 
care center director on your child's next visit. 
parent's signature date 
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APPENDIX E 
TEACHER PERMISSION FORM 
Teacher Permission Form 
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A graduate student from Iowa State University is 
requesting permission to come to the day care center to 
observe children, four- and five-year-olds, as part of her 
thesis project. The graduate student is interested in 
looking at how children and teachers interact in a day care 
setting. She would come to the center to observe one child, 
randomly selected, and his/her teacher during free play 
activities on two different occassions. The observation 
time would last approximately 10 to 15 minutes on each 
visitation. 
Following the second observation, the child will 
participate in a play/task activity at the day care center 
with the teacher's help. The child will be allowed to play 
freely for 10 minutes with a selection of toys provided by 
the researcher, followed by a 5 minute clean-up period. The 
teacher will then be instructed to help the child with two 
puzzle tasks. The first task will be a simple wooden puzzle 
that should be easy for the child to complete. The second 
task will be a difficult puzzle the child will be asked to 
complete using an instructional diagram. During this two-
task period (30 minutes), the teacher and child will again 
be observed. Child and teacher behaviors will be recorded 
on a behavior checklist during all observation periods. At 
a few selected centers, a second observer will assist the 
graduate student in observing, in order to check observer 
reliability. 
Children's and teacher's names will not be used, nor will 
the day care center's name be used as part of the written 
research project. A number code will be assigned to each 
day care center and to each child to assure confidentiality 
of all information gathered, in order to protect the 
children, their parents, the day care center, and the 
teachers involved. Once all information has been 
successfully collected, the list of day care centers with 
code numbers will be destroyed to ensure continued 
confidentiality for this research project. 
If at any time during the study, you decide to withdraw 
from participation, for whatever reason, you have the right 
to do so without any prejudice or consequence. If you have 
